Abstract Agriculture is a complex system which takes into consideration the area-specific biophysical and socioeconomic conditions. However, the existing development and implementation of agriculture-based technology and programs are not area specific. One of the key challenges in this regard is the lack of a proper methodology to identify the area specificity. Resource management domain (RMD) method that incorporates both biophysical and socioeconomic condition has emerged out as a better way to identify area-specific best practices. The RMD method results in the delineation of area RMDs having similar management requirements for the similar land use. In the present study, the RMD method has been used to identify RMD-specific best practices. Focused group discussions (FGDs) were conducted in the delineated RMDs in order to investigate the farmer's specific needs. The findings of the FGDs were compared with the existing government programs and shared with the local administrative authorities. The local administrative authorities have proposed few programs to bridge the identified gaps between the existing programs and the RMD-specific farming needs; however, it was realized that the proposed programs, though important, are not sufficient enough to completely address the identified RMD-specific challenges. Therefore, they were complemented with the best practices which emerged out from the FGDs, the literature review conducted in the similar settings, based on the interviews with the experts who are well aware of the district. The identified best practices include in situ and ex situ rainwater conservation, use of micro-irrigation system, minimal use of saline groundwater, adoption of a diversified farming system, shift to less waterintensive and saline-tolerant crop varieties, efficient use of fertilizers, crop residue retention, solar irrigation tube wells, community management of forest and water harvesting structures. A road map is also recommended for the implementation of these practices by Electronic supplementary material The online version of this article (https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1066 8-018-0134-y) contains supplementary material, which is available to authorized users.
Introduction
Agriculture is dependent on many biophysical and socioeconomic variables which change with time and space (Agarwal et al. 2002; Challinor et al. 2010; van Berkel and Verburg 2011) . This can be easily reflected in the variations observed in the cropping pattern and resource management from one area to another (Álvarez-Martínez et al. 2011; Nambiar et al. 2001; Serra et al. 2008) . Thus, the technological and strategic needs to address agricultural challenges vary spatially (Lee 2005; Porter 2000; Pretty 2008 ). In India, the current programs for agriculture and natural resource management are developed at the district level (large-scale solutions); however, there lie significant differences within a district (Abrol 2013; Abrol and Chopra 2007; Dev 2008; Swain and Das 2008; Venkateswarlu and Prasad 2012) . The district level programs thus lack the area (within district level)-specific characteristics. Therefore, it is important to investigate what programs are being implemented at the district level and what is the actual requirement of each area. The focus of the existing programs in the agricultural sector in India has largely been centered on the increased crop productivity, whereas very little effort has been given on the sustainable use of natural resources (Abrol et al. 2012; Murgai 2001; Pingali et al. 2001) . Vast majority of the soil and groundwater resources of India have been depleted significantly to support the productivity needs of the high-yielding crop varieties (Hazell 2009; Scanlon et al. 2007; Singh 2000) . Though the crop yields have increased many folds, over the last few decades, the recent trends have shown stagnation or at times a decline in crop yield, largely due to the resource degradation (Ladha et al. 2003; Mehla et al. 2000; Ray et al. 2012; Rosset et al. 2000) . Thus, it is important to bring concerns of resource degradation in the overall planning and management of programs focussed on increasing crop yield (Evenson and Gollin 2003; Garnett et al. 2013; Meera et al. 2004; Tilman et al. 2002) .
Many studies have been conducted to investigate area-specific farming needs using the participatory approach (Atangana et al. 2014; Munyua and Stilwell 2010; Singh 2007; Stoop et al. 2009; Debolini et al. 2013; Forrester et al. 2015; Murgue et al. 2016) . Few studies have reported a gap or at times a mismatch between the government programs and the area-specific needs, as informed by the farming communities (Kumar 2005; McCown 2001; Vermeulen et al. 2012 ). However, there are studies where concerns for the lack of a well-defined methodology to identify the area specificity have been raised (Dumanski and Craswell 1998; Eswaran et al. 2000; Herrmann and Osinski 1999) . The earlier methods to identify area-specific homogenous unit were largely based on biophysical parameters (Abichandani and Sen 1977; Christian and Stewart 1964; Faroda and Joshi 1999) . However, in recent years, focus has been given on the inclusion of socioeconomic parameters along with the biophysical parameter (Cash et al. 2003; Hoffmann et al. 2007; Jakku and Thorburn 2010) . Resource management domain (RMD) provides a conceptual framework for the integration of biophysical and socioeconomic parameters (Babu and Reidhead 2000; Dumanski and Craswell 1998; Eswaran et al. 1998 Eswaran et al. , 2000 Kam et al. 2006; Ram and Joshi 2010) . RMD is defined as "A spatial (landscape) unit that offers opportunities for identification and application of resource management option to address specific issues. It is derived from geo-referenced biophysical and socioeconomic information, and it is dynamic and multi-scale in that it reflects human interventions in the landscape" (Dumanski and Craswell 1998) . The RMD method thus results in the delineation and characterization of an area (referred as domain) having similar management requirements for the same kind of land use and by extension would need similar research and development initiatives Howlett 1998; Kam et al. 2006; Koohafkan et al. 1998; Ram and Joshi 2010; Sai 1998) . Land delineation methods have been developed to identify best practices for the sustainable land use in a particular area. Best practices are the practices that have been tested to address specific constrains and have been well adopted by the farming communities. Therefore, they are considered ideal for implementation in the similar settings. However, identification of best practices in a delineated RMD involves active participation of the local stakeholders. Farming communities in this context play an important role, as they are managing their land resources in different RMDs. The farmer's dayto-day farming decisions impact the sustainability of the use of natural resources. Farming communities across the globe have witnessed the advancement in the agriculture system and implementation of the respective programs. Therefore, they have witnessed suitable as well as unsuitable programs. The farming communities with their vast experience have also an insight into the needs of their areas. The participation of the farming community for the development of area-specific programs ensures the sustainability and wider uptake of the development programs.
The study was conducted in the Mewat district of Haryana, India, to identify RMDspecific best practices. The RMDs proposed in the study were developed only for the agriculture sector for the efficient use of resources in order to address RMD-specific key constraints. Thus, a methodology was proposed to explain the operational use of the delineated RMDs by the district level departments in India.
Study area
The study was conducted in the Mewat district of Haryana, India (Fig. 1) . It has five administrative blocks, namely Taoru, Nuh, Nagina, FP Jhirka and Punhana. It is spread in an area of 1500 km 2 and has a semiarid climatic conditions (Khan 2007) . The district is a densely populated area with an average family size of seven members. Due to its low socioeconomic conditions, it has been identified as one of the most backward districts of Haryana State (Prasad 2008) .
Agriculture is the prime source of livelihood. It has two cropping seasons, i.e., monsoon and post-monsoon. Pearl millet, sorghum and paddy are the prominent monsoon season crops, while wheat and mustard are the preferred choices during the post-monsoon. The monsoon crops (except paddy, which is canal irrigated) are largely rainfed. However, farmers irrigate these crops using the groundwater, in the events of low or delayed rainfall. Post-monsoon crops are partially irrigated through either groundwater or canal water. Given the limited availability of rainfall and irrigation facilities, majority of the cultivated area remains fallow during the monsoon season. Many of the farmers use this as a strategy to conserve soil moisture for the post-monsoon crops (wheat and mustard), which are more remunerative. The livelihood of the farmers is also dependent on livestock (cattle) rearing. Therefore, farmers also grow fodder crops. Nearly 68% of the farmers have small (2-5 acre) to marginal (< 2 acre) landholdings and only 10% of the total population have medium (5-10 acre) to large (> 10 acre) landholdings. The remaining 22% of the population represents the landless farmers, and they work on a daily or monthly wage in the land owned by other farmers to meet their livelihood needs. The productivity levels of the major crops are lower in comparison with the average crop yields of the Haryana State (Chauhan et al. 2007; Singh et al. 2008) . The low crop productivity and cropping intensity could be attributed to the degrading soil and groundwater conditions (Khan 2007; Singh et al. 2008) .
Groundwater and soil resources have been observed as the key to the sustainability of agriculture in the study area (Chauhan et al. 2007; Singh et al. 2008; Khan 2007) . Good quality groundwater is limited to only about 25-35% of the area. However, farmers are obliged to use marginal quality of groundwater in 65-75% of the area (Arya et al. 1999; Khan 2007; . The area has a predominance of sandy soil type that lowers the water holding capacity of the soils (Singh et al. 2008 ). An intensive soil sampling (1552 data points) data collection was conducted by the Department of Agriculture, Mewat district, Haryana, India. We analyzed the soil samples (Mehra and Singh 2016b) and observed that 97% of them have low organic carbon content, which has further impacted the nutrient retention capacity of the soils. The status of macronutrients brought out a huge deficiency of both nitrogen and phosphorus in 87 and 97% of the soil samples, respectively. The concentration of potassium, on the other hand, was found sufficient in 77% of the soil samples. Deficiency of micronutrients like zinc and iron has also been noticed in 40 and 36% of the soil samples. In addition, Chauhan and colleagues (2007) found limited or no use of phosphorus in pulses overuse in mustard. Apart from the nutrient deficiency, soil salinity has been identified as a major challenge impacting agricultural productivity in 59% of the study area (Kaur et al. 2009; Khan 2007) . Soils are also prone to wind and water erosion (Arya et al. 1999; Singh et al. 2008) . Introduction of inferior quality canal water has further intensified the problems of soil salinization and waterlogging (Kaur et al. 2009 ). Excessive application of fertilizers and insecticides has been noticed in vegetable cultivation (Singh et al. 2008) . The inefficient use of fertilizers has increased the cost of cultivation; however, it has not resulted in the expected crop yield gains.
The problems of agriculture and natural resources are thus not uniform in the entire district. Hence, there is a need to delineate RMDs in the district and to identify RMD-specific best practices. 
Materials and methods
The present study uses the findings of the Mehra et al. paper (2017) , where the Mewat district was delineated into seven RMDs. In the present study, characterization of the delineated RMDs and the identification of RMD-specific best practices were conducted. The methodology is shown in Fig. 2. 
Characterization of RMDs
Focussed group discussions (FGDs) and participatory resource mapping methods were used to characterize the seven delineated RMDs. The broad objective of the FGD in each RMD was to understand how farming communities perceive problems associated with the agriculture sector and whether the current district level programs are effective or not in dealing with problems of resources for agriculture. The information gathered from the FGD and participatory resource mapping was used to characterize (describing the key characteristics) the delineated RMDs.
The delineated RMD (with seven domains) map from (Mehra et al. 2017 ) was overlaid on the village map to identify villages for the FGD and participatory resource mapping. In each RMD, two villages (FGD 1 village and FGD 2 village) were selected. The objective of identifying two villages per RMD was to check the consistency of the farmer's responses toward the FGD questions. The RMD method did not follow the concept of the administrative boundaries, as it is based on the integration of biophysical and socioeconomic Fig. 2 Methodology parameters. So, it was observed that some villages were overlapping with more than one RMD. The overlapped villages were assigned to those RMDs in which they occupied maximum area. A total of fourteen villages were identified for seven RMDs (Fig. 3) . The FGDs were conducted with assistance from District Department of Agriculture, farming community club members, National Agricultural Innovation Project of Indian Council of Agricultural Research in each of the identified villages. The FGD and participatory resource mapping were conducted in the selected village, where 15-20 farmers were called from nearby villages (2-3 villages). This approach was adopted to reach out to the farmers of maximum number of villages. The FGD questions developed to analyze the RMD-specific The qualitative information gathered from the FGD was translated into the scaling of 1-5 for each of the parameters, depending on the type of responses. This scale represents the same classes, which were used for different biophysical and socioeconomic parameters for the delineation of the RMDs (Mehra et al. 2017) . Each of these classes has its description; for example, 1 for groundwater quality means "very poor" (Fig. 4) . The FGD findings were matched with these descriptions, and the respective class number was given. Thereby, two class numbers were assigned to a single parameter: one which was used during the RMD delineation and other which was obtained from the FGD finding. The FGD-derived class numbers were used to analyze the distinctness of RMDs and similarities/dissimilarities between the responses of FGD 1 and FGD 2 villages of a RMD. Mode and standard deviation for parameters were calculated and used to analyze the distinctness of the 7 RMDs from one another. The mode explains the dominant characteristics of a parameter across 7 RMDs, while the standard deviation explains the variability in that parameter. It was assumed that the higher the standard deviation, the higher the variability. In addition, correlation (Pearson correlation, p value of 0.05) analysis was carried out between the responses gathered from FGD 1 and FGD 2 villages in each RMD to check the similarity or dissimilarity among the responses within a RMD. The participatory mapping method was used as a tool to better moderate the FGDs. This has helped to initiate the discussions with the farming communities and has also helped them to focus on the topic of discussion. In each village, farmers were also asked and facilitated to map biophysical resources, cropping system, topography, drainage system in and around their villages. The mappings done on the ground using the available marking objects (different color objects, dry colors, stones, tree branches/leaves, etc.) were later reproduced on the paper. The information Fig. 4 Summary of FGD responses gathered from the participatory resource mapping was used for the visual comparison of the RMD map with the farmer's developed map, primarily to validate the RMD delineated results. Each RMD was then characterized based on class description of each of studied parameter. The FGD did not express the information for all of the thirteen parameters used for the RMD delineation. The information was available only for the eight parameters, and further analysis was done using the same information. Information of the remaining five (soil erosion, groundwater vulnerability, population density, tractor density, and fertilizer type) parameters was taken from the RMD delineated map and was used for the RMD characterization, along with the FGD-derived information. The naming was done based on key characteristics of each RMD that make them distinct from other RMDs.
Identification of RMD-specific best practices
Best practices in the agriculture sector for each characterized RMD were identified in a sequential manner (Fig. 2) . First, a review of the existing government programs on agriculture and natural resources was performed. This was done to analyze how the existing government programs can address the major constraints listed by the farming communities in each RMD. The district level officials, project reports, technical documents, research papers available on agriculture and natural resources were reviewed (Table 1 ). The district has a common set of programs, and thus, an assumption was made that each village receives similar guidance and incentives for implementation of those programs. The quantitative information available on district level programs (agriculture and natural resources) implemented in the past (available from 1993 onwards) and current programs was collected. The information was available on program type, targets and proposed budget. Thus, information on RMD-specific constraints and available government programs was gathered. Secondly, a gap analysis was carried out using this information and the FGD-reported RMD-specific constraints, where the gap represents the unavailability of a suitable government programs for the identified constraints in a RMD. The gap analysis was used as the basis for the identification of best practices in each RMD. Third, a list of best practices for each RMD was generated based on the information gathered from (a) FGDs, (b) local administrative authorities during the stakeholder workshop (1-day workshop where officials of district level departments have participated), (c) experts (scientists/practitioners/NGOs) having knowledge of the district during individual interviews and (d) literature review conducted in the similar resource settings.
The study also presents a road map for the implementation of RMD-specific best practices in the existing organizational setup of the district departments. The method includes analysis of the existing work structures of the administrative authorities at the district and identifying opportunities for mainstreaming RMD-specific recommendations in the existing organizational setup.
Results and discussion
RMD characterization was done using the FGD information in the quantitative form. The unique characteristics across the seven RMDs were analyzed, using the mode and standard deviation of each parameter calculated based on the data gathered from the fourteen villages (Fig. 4) . The figure gives the summary of the mode and standard deviation for a parameter across the 7 RMDs. The figure also illustrates the class description for these parameters; as stated in the methodology section, the classes are the same as used for the RMD delineation. The detailed analysis shows that the groundwater quality was found poor to moderate, groundwater potential was found low to moderate, and soil quality was also found poor to moderate in the fourteen FGD villages. The data show that majority of the farmers have medium landholding and they are largely cultivating either pearl millet/sorghum/rice in the monsoon season and wheat/mustard in the post-monsoon season. Vegetable cultivation was found to be the second preferred choice of the farmers. The irrigation demand of the monsoon crops was found to be largely met through the monsoon rains. However, irrigation demand of the post-monsoon crops was found to be partially met by the post-monsoon rains and partially by the groundwater and by canal water in specific areas. Irrigation by monsoon and post-monsoon rain represents the amount of direct rainfall that increases the soil moisture content on the farmer's field. Thus, a moist soil requires less to no additional irrigation water from other sources, depending on the soil moisture content and the crop water requirement. The density of the sprinkler and tube well (electrified) was found very less to less. The variation reflected in terms of the standard deviation, among the eight parameters across the seven RMDs, shows the distinctness of one RMD to another.
The similarity within a RMD was further tested by the correlation (Pearson correlation, p value of 0.05) analysis carried out for the responses given by the FGD 1 and FGD 2 villages (Table 2 ). These findings show that villages within a RMD have similar biophysical and socioeconomic characteristics.
The above analysis has shown that the responses gathered from the FGD villages in each of the RMD match with the RMD delineation results. Thus, the FGD information was used to characterize and identify major constraints of each of the delineated RMDs (Table 4) . Information missing for the five parameters, which was not studied during the FGD, was directly taken from the RMD delineated results. Each of the RMD was given a name based on their key characteristics. The RMDs are developed for the agriculture sector; thus, the naming of the RMDs reflects the constraints associated with the soil and groundwater, which in turn impacts the source of irrigation in the district. However, each RMD was characterized based on all biophysical and socioeconomic parameters used in the study, 1 3 as given in Table 3 . The table also describes the blocks falling in each of the RMD. This clearly shows that the delineated RMDs fall in different blocks and thus strengthen the fact that the current district level mode of program development and dissemination is ineffective in addressing the RMD-specific constraints. RMD 1 was named as "resource rich and sprinkler irrigated" as it has good conditions of soil and groundwater and nearly 90% of the farmers has sprinkler irrigation systems. RMD 2 was named as "resource poor and canal irrigated" as it has poor soil and groundwater conditions along with the access to canal water. Groundwater and soil resources were found comparatively in good condition in RMD 3 and its irrigation need was primarily met through the Kotla Lake; therefore, it was named as "resource rich and Kotla Lake irrigated." RMD 4 was named as "resource poor and rainfed" as it has poor conditions of soil and groundwater, and thus, cropping in this RMD was found largely rainfed. RMD 5 was named as "moderate resources and canal irrigated" as it has moderate conditions for soil and groundwater and have access to canal irrigation. RMD 6 was named as "resource rich and canal irrigated" as the area has good conditions for groundwater and soil. RMD 7 {resource rich and water harvesting structures (WHS)} was found with good conditions of soils and groundwater. The presence of several WHS distinguishes this RMD from the others.
Thus, it was clear that each RMD has its key characteristics and this implies the differences in the decision making of the farmers of these RMDs. Thus, the differences in key characteristics of the seven RMDs call for RMD-specific planning for agricultural sustainability and resource use management.
RMD-specific best practices
Analysis of the existing literature on district level government programs on crop production in the Mewat district has shown that they were largely focused on increasing crop yields. However, these schemes were less focussed on natural resource management. Some of the programs in this direction were found to be: demonstration of green manuring, gypsum, integrated pest management and biofertilizer (Tables 4, 5 ).
The singular focus of crop production-related programs has given little consideration on the cost of cultivation, use efficiency of inputs and quality of the resource base of the district. Thus, farmers are investing (increased application of seeds, fertilizers, irrigation, pesticides, etc.) more and more on cropping for sustaining the yield. Therefore, productivity increase has been achieved at a cost of resource degradation (declining groundwater quantity and quality and deteriorating soil health). Major focus of efforts to improve crop productivity through soil enhancement has gone on meeting the needs through chemical fertilizers, the consumption of which has increased. Very few efforts have been made to develop and promote practices aimed at enhancing soil health. However, promotion of green manuring has been adopted and has resulted in the improvement of soil health (Chauhan et al. 2007 ). The main reason for its wide acceptation is its ability to fix a significant amount of nitrogen into the soil. The district level programs to address issues of soil and water conservation are listed in Tables 6 and 7 . Major focus of these programs has been on the establishment of WHS/ percolation tanks along the periphery of Aravalli foothills, construction of field bunds, check dams, gully plugs, diversion bunds to check erosion. Gypsum has been used as a soil corrective (amendment) measure to restore/reclaim soil's loss of productivity, which is largely attributed to soil salinity in the district. Laser land leveller has been used to level the undulating topography. However, there are serious questions on the sustainable benefits accruing from these efforts. Moreover, there have been no serious evaluation studies made to investigate the temporal changes in percolation rates in relation to silting of the tanks, maintenance longevity and upkeep of these structures. On the other hand, very few efforts have been laid on promoting simple practices such as vegetative barriers, windbreaks and mulch. These practices can be easily adopted by farmers with relatively little advisory backup. Similarly, little efforts have been laid on increasing groundwater recharge and preventing saline water intrusion into the good quality groundwater zone. The investigation of RMD-specific constraints and the district level programs clearly reflects a gap between the actual farming needs on the ground and the one (a uniform set of programs) which are being implemented and promoted by the local administrative authorities. The available district level programs are useful for the agricultural development and natural resource management; however, they are not sufficient and they need to be customized according to the RMD-specific characteristics. This calls for a shift from a purely crop yield enhancement approach to the one where crop yield programs are developed considering the RMD-specific biophysical and socioeconomic conditions. The local administrative authorities (Department of Agriculture, Horticulture, Soil and Water Conservation, Forestry, and Animal Husbandry), Krishi Vigyaan Kendra scientists and farmer's representatives have approved the findings of the delineated RMDs and FGD. They have viewed the results as potentially useful for addressing the RMD-specific needs. They have proposed few programs for addressing the existing RMD constraints. Along with this, the study proposes best practices which emerged out from the FGD in each RMD. The proposed best practices were also supported with the literature review conducted in the similar settings as well as based on the interactions with the experts who are well aware of the agricultural and natural resource-related challenges of the district.
The identified RMD-specific best practices were focused on in situ and ex situ rainwater conservation, use of micro-irrigation system, minimal use of saline groundwater, adoption of a diversified farming system, shift to low water-intensive and saline-tolerant crop varieties, efficient use of fertilizers, crop residue retention, solar irrigated tube wells, community management of forest and water harvesting structures etc. The RMD-specific analysis shows that problems of declining groundwater level in RMDs 1, 3, 6 can be overcome by the implementation of practices, like efficient water management, critical irrigation, ex situ and in situ moisture conservation. However, to address the problems of saline groundwater of RMDs 2 and 5, practices like the use of salt-tolerant varieties and drip irrigation along with the adoption of critical irrigation and groundwater recharge were proposed. For the highly saline groundwater, which is the case in RMD 5, rainfed conservation agricultural practices along with rainwater conservation measures were proposed. Best practices, like groundwater recharging, adjustments to pumping wells, implementation of extraction wells and critical irrigation, were proposed for addressing the problem of salt water intrusion, of RMDs 3, 6, and 7. The problem of polluted and insufficient canal water in RMDs 2, 5, and 6 can be addressed by the regulation of industrial effluent discharge and prevention of on-farm pollution. The waterlogging problems of RMD 2 can be addressed by the control of canal seepage, on-farm water management, and by shifting away from rice to low waterintensive crops. Proposal of conservation measures in collaborations with the local communities was given for addressing the WHS-related challenges of RMD 7. To address the soil problems of the region, i.e., soil infertility, salinity, erosion and higher applications of the chemical fertilizers, practices like from regenerative/ conservation agriculture, reclamation, agroforestry, nutrient management and others were proposed. The other constraints include undulating topography, irregular electricity supply, fallow cultivable land in RMD 1, to deforested Aravalli ranges in RMDs 1, 3, 7 and diminishing mixed cropping system in RMD 4, for which various practices were proposed, such as diversified farming system, laser land levelling, solar pumps, joint forest management, intercropping, perennial cropping etc. The complete list of the RMD-specific best practices is given in a table as the supplementary material of this study.
Conclusion and recommendations
The study proposes an easy dissemination of RMDs, as the agricultural planning and operational unit in the existing district level organizational setup. RMD methodology-based delineated domains are dynamic in nature, as they change with changes in the input biophysical and socioeconomic parameters. Similarly, these domains not necessarily fit into the given administrative boundaries; therefore, it is important to understand how the RMD delineated domains becomes the unit of implementation. Thus, a road map for illustrating the mechanism of making the RMDs as the implementation unit, within the given structure of organization in a district in India, is presented in Fig. 5 . The implementation body in the study area is headed by the district directors, and they have block level officers to look after the implementation work in respective blocks. The block level officers work with farmers of few villages and thus have few farmer's groups in his/her block. The delineated RMDs can easily fit into this organizational structure instead of the "farmers group." Thus, the study proposes that each block level officer instead of working with the random farmer groups should work with the delineated RMDs falling in his/her block. This mechanism provides opportunities for inter-block interaction, as a single RMD overlaps in more than one block. This mechanism will not only help the block level officers to work on the RMDspecific constraints, but will also help the Krishi Vigyaan Kendra scientists to reformulate their research activities in the context of RMD-specific constraints. The RMD-specific proposed best practices will provide necessary inputs to the implementing organization to prioritize their objectives pertaining to the RMD-specific constraints. The study also advocates for the integrated planning, where both the administrative officials and the farmers of each of the RMDs come together and actively participate in building programs for addressing their RMD-specific constraints. Moreover, identifying RMD-specific best practices and adapting them under RMD-specific farming situations helps in the wider uptake of these practices as they address the key constraints of each of the RMD.
